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DETAILED ACTION 
Claim Rejections - 35 USC § 102 

1. The following is a quotation of the appropriate paragraphs of 35 U.S. C. 102 that 
form the basis for the rejections under this section made in this Office action: 

A person shall be entitled to a patent unless - 

(e) the invention was described in (1) an application for patent, published under section 122(b), by 
another filed in the United States before the invention by the applicant for patent or (2) a patent 
granted on an application for patent by another filed in the United States before the invention by the 
applicant for patent, except that an international application filed under the treaty defined in section 
351 (a) shall have the effects for purposes of this subsection of an application filed in the United States 
only if the international application designated the United States and was published under Article 21(2) 
of such treaty in the English language. 

2. Claims 1-5, 18 23, 26-29, 42-44 and 47-49are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 102(e) 
as being anticipated by Blinn et al. (US 2003/0077000). 

With respect to claim 1 , Blinn et al. teaches computing a filter for applying to the 
first image, including computing a spatially quantized representation of the filter wherein 
a degree of spatial quantization of the filter depends on one or more factors including a 
measure of scale relating the first sample grid (source) and a desired sample grid 
(destination) (Fig. 3, para. [0040] - [0043], abstract); and 

storing the spatially quantized representation of the filter in a data structure 
comprising a location array that includes a plurality of elements representing fractional 
pixel locations based on a spatial quantization factor (weight of filter kernel), wherein 
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each element of the location array points to a sample array of filter values (Fig. 3, para. 
[0040] - [0043], abstract). 

With respect to claim 2, Blinn et al. teaches computing a desired image sampled 
on the desired sample grid, including computing samples of the desired image 
according to an application of the spatially quantized representation of the filter to the 
first image. (Fig. 3, para. [0043]). 



With respect to claim 3, Blinn et al. teaches accepting data characterizing a 
geometric transformation relating the first sample grid and the desired sample grid; and 
computing the measure of scale from the data characterizing the geometric 
transformation (Fig. 3, para. [0040]). 

With respect to claim 4, Blinn et al. teaches computing the filter includes 
selecting the number of spatial samples of the spatially quantized representation of the 
filter (Fig. 3, para. [0043]). 

With respect to claim 5, Blinn et al. teaches computing the spatially quantized 
representation of the filter includes computing values of the filter each associated with 
on of a number of equal spatial domains of the filter (Fig. 3, para. [0043]). 



With respect to claim 18, please refer to rejection for claim 3. 
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With respect to claim 26, please refer to rejection for claim 1 . 
With respect to claim 27, please refer to rejection for claim 3. 
With respect to claim 28, please refer to rejection for claim 4. 
With respect to claim 29, please refer to rejection for claim 5. 
With respect to claim 42, please refer to rejection for claim 1. 
With respect to claim 43, please refer to rejection for claim 3. 
With respect to claim 44, please refer to rejection for claim 3. 
With respect to claim 47, please refer to rejection for claim 3. 
With respect to claim 48, please refer to rejection for claim 4. 
With respect to claim 49, please refer to rejection for claim 5. 



Claim Rejections - 35 USC § 103 



3. The following is a quotation of 35 U.S.C. 103(a) which forms the basis for all 
obviousness rejections set forth in this Office action: 

(a) A patent may not be obtained though the invention is not identically disclosed or described as set 
forth in section 1 02 of this title, if the differences between the subject matter sought to be patented and 
the prior art are such that the subject matter as a whole would have been obvious at the time the 
invention was made to a person having ordinary skill in the art to which said subject matter pertains. 
Patentability shall not be negatived by the manner in which the invention was made. 



4. Claims 6-8, 19, 30-32, 50-52, 62 and 66 are rejected under 35 USC 103(a) as 
being unpatentable over Blinn et al. (US 2003/0077000) in view of Thompson (US 
6,681,059). 
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With respect to claim 6, Blinn et al. teaches all the limitations of claim 1 as 
applied above from which claim 6 respectively depend. 

Blinn et al. does not disclose expressly that computing the filter for applying to 
the first image includes selecting a parametric family of filters. 

Thompson teaches computing the filter for applying to the first image includes 
selecting a parametric family of filters (Figure 8, ref. no. 64; col. 6 lines 50-59). 

At the time of the invention it would have been obvious to a person of ordinary 
skill in the art to select parameters to compute filters and apply it in the method of Blinn 
et al. 

The suggestion/motivation for doing so would have been that filter can be 
calculated according to the parameter so that filter can be object specific. 

Therefore, it would have been obvious to combine Thompson with Blinn et al. to 
obtain the invention as specified in claim 6. 

With respect to claim 7, Thompson teaches computing the filter for applying to 
the first image includes determining parameter values for the filter (Figure 8, ref. no. 64; 
col. 6 lines 50-59). 

With respect to claim 8, Thompson teaches determining the parameter values for 
the filter includes computing the parameters values based on factors including the 
measure of scale (Figure 8, ref. no. 64; col. 6 lines 50-59). 
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With respect to claim 19, please refer to rejection for claim 6. 
With respect to claim 30, please refer to rejection for claim 6. 
With respect to claim 31 , please refer to rejection for claim 7. 
With respect to claim 32, please refer to rejection for claim 8. 
With respect to claim 50, please refer to rejection for claim 6. 
With respect to claim 51 , please refer to rejection for claim 7. 
With respect to claim 52, please refer to rejection for claim 8. 
With respect to claim 62, please refer to rejection for claim 6. 
With respect to claim 66, please refer to rejection for claim 6. 



5. Claims 9-11, 24, 33-35 and 53-55 are rejected under 35 USC 103(a) as being 
unpatentable over Blinn et al. (US 2003/0077000) in view of Mutoh (US 2004/0057634). 

With respect to claim 9, Blinn et al. teaches all the limitations of claim 1 as 
applied above from which claim 6 respectively depend. 

Blinn et al. does not disclose expressly that accepting a user input specifying a 
characteristic of the resampling. . 

Mutoh teaches accepting a user input specifying a characteristic of the 
resampling (para, [0080]). 
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At the time of the invention it would have been obvious to a person of ordinary 
skill in the art to accept a user input specifying a characteristic of the resampling in the 
method of Blinn et al. 

The suggestion/motivation for doing so would have been that filter can be 
calculated according to the user input so that filter can be customizable by user. 

Therefore, it would have been obvious to combine Mutoh with Blinn et al. to 
obtain the invention as specified in claim 9. 

With respect to claim 10, Mutoh teaches 

accepting the user input includes accepting an input related to a characteristic 
(Magnification or reduction) of the desired image (para. [0080]). 

With respect to claim 1 1 , Mutoh teaches 
characteristic of the desired image includes a visual characteristic (Magnification or 
reduction) of the desired image (para. [0080]). 

With respect to claim 33, please refer to rejection for claim 9. 
With respect to claim 34, please refer to rejection for claim 10. 
With respect to claim 35, please refer to rejection for claim 11. 
With respect to claim 53, please refer to rejection for claim 9. 
With respect to claim 54, please refer to rejection for claim 10. 
With respect to claim 55, please refer to rejection for claim 11. 
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6. Claims 12-13, 36-37 and 56-57 are rejected under 35 USC 103(a) as being 
unpatentable over Blinn et al. (US 2003/0077000) in view of Mutoh (US 2004/0057634) 
and in further view of Chiba et al. (US 6,1 1 1 ,566). 

With respect to claim 12, Blinn et al. and Mutoh teaches all the limitations of 
claim 9 as applied above from which claim 12 respectively depend. 

Blinn et al. does not disclose expressly that accepting a user input 
includes accepting an input related to a processing characteristic. 

Chiba et al. teaches accepting a user input includes accepting an input related to 
a processing characteristic (col. 4 lines 18-25). 

At the time of the invention it would have been obvious to a person of ordinary 
skill in the art to accept a user input related to a processing characteristic in the method 
of Blinn et al. and Mutoh 

The suggestion/motivation for doing so would have been that user can select 
choice between image quality and processing characteristic such as speed. 

Therefore, it would have been obvious to combine Chiba et al. with Blinn et al. 
and Mutoh to obtain the invention as specified in claim 9. 

With respect to claim 13, Chiba et al. teaches that input related to the processing 
characteristic includes an input related to a processing speed (col. 4 lines 18-25). 

With respect to claim 36, please refer to rejection for claim 12. 
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With respect to claim 37, please refer to rejection for claim 13. 
With respect to claim 56, please refer to rejection for claim 12. 
With respect to claim 57, please refer to rejection for claim 13. 



7. Claims 14-16, 38-40 and 58-60 are rejected under 35 USC 103(a) as being 
unpatentable over Blinn et al. (US 2003/0077000). 

With respect to claims 14 and 15, Blinn et al. teaches all the limitations of claim 1 
as applied above from which claims 14 and 15 respectively depend. 

Blinn et al. does not disclose expressly that the degree of spatial quantization of 
the filter depends on factors that further include characteristics of a computation device 
include a memory size or cache memory size for performing the resampling. 

When a software is made, it always depend on characteristics of a computation 
device include a memory size. It should have minimum system requirement. 

At the time of the invention it would have been obvious to a person of ordinary 
skill in the art to create filter depend on characteristics of a computation device in the 
method of Blinn et al. 

The suggestion/motivation for doing so would have been that filter can be 
calculated according characteristics of a computation device so that image processing 
can be done without conflict with computation device. 
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With respect to claims 38-40 please refer to rejection for claims 14-16. 
With respect to claims 58-60 please refer to rejection for claims 14-16. 



8. Claims 17, 41 and 61 are rejected under 35 USC 103(a) as being unpatentable 
over Blinn et al. (US 2003/0077000) in view of Lacroix et al. (US 2003/0058216). 

With respect to claims 17, Blinn et al. teaches all the limitations of claim 14 as 
applied above from which claims 17 respectively depend. 

Blinn et al. does not disclose expressly that the characteristics of the 
computational device include a processor characteristic. 

Lacroix et al. teaches the characteristics of the computational device include a 
processor characteristic (para [0049]). 

At the time of the invention it would have been obvious to a person of ordinary 
skill in the art to create filter depend on processor characteristic of device in the method 
of Blinn et al. 

The suggestion/motivation for doing so would have been that filter can be 
optimized for user (processing speed, image quality). 

Therefore, it would have been obvious to combine Chiba et al. with Blinn et al. 
and Mutoh to obtain the invention as specified in claim 17. 

With respect to claims 41 , please refer to rejection for claim 17. 
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With respect to claims 61 , please refer to rejection for claim 17. 

9. Claims 20-22, 63-65 and 67-69 are rejected under 35 USC 103(a) as being 
unpatentable over Blinn et al. (US 2003/0077000) in view of Mutoh (US 2004/0057634) 
and in further view of Blumberg (US 6,886,034). 

With respect to claim 20, Blinn et al. and Mutoh teaches all the limitations of 
claim 19 as applied above from which claim 20 respectively depend. 

Blinn et al. and Mutoh does not teach expressly that specification of the 
geometric transformation includes a specification of an affine transformation. 

Blumberg teaches affine transformation (col 10, lines 3-11). 

At the time of the invention it would have been obvious to a person of ordinary 
skill in the art to use affine transformation in the method of Blinn et al. 

The suggestion/motivation for doing so would have been that affine 
transformation precisely map straight lines to straight lines and it preserves all linear 
combination. 

Therefore, it would have been obvious to combine Blumberg with Blinn et al. and 
Mutoh to obtain the invention as specified in claim 15. 

With respect to claim 21, Blumberg teaches, scaling includes a specification of a 
minification (col. 1 lines 25-31). 
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With respect to claim 22, Blumberg teaches, scaling includes a specification of a 
magnification (col. 1 lines 25-31). 

With respect to claims 63, please refer to rejection for claim 20. 
With respect to claims 64, please refer to rejection for claim 21 . 
With respect to claims 65, please refer to rejection for claim 22. 
With respect to claims 67, please refer to rejection for claim 20. 
With respect to claims 68, please refer to rejection for claim 21 . 
With respect to claims 69, please refer to rejection for claim 22. 

Response to Amendment 

10. In response to applicant's amendment received on 6/20/2007, all requested 
changes to the claims have been entered. 

Response to Argument 

Applicant's arguments filed on 6/20/2007 have been fully considered but they are not 
persuasive. 

Applicant's argue on page 1 5 of the response that the disclosure of Blinn et al. do 
not teach that the array of values includes a plurality of elements representing fractional 
pixel locations based on a spatial quantization factor". 
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The examiner disagrees. The prior art of Blinn et al. is using filter kernel that is 
calculating output using fractional pixel locations (weighted original pixels) based on 
weight (spatial quantization factor) (Blinn Fig. 3 and para. [0041]-[0043]). 

Conclusion 

1 1 . THIS ACTION IS MADE FINAL. Applicant is reminded of the extension of time 
policy as set forth in 37 CFR 1 . 1 36(a). 

A shortened statutory period for reply to this final action is set to expire THREE 
MONTHS from the mailing date of this action. In the event a first reply is filed within 
TWO MONTHS of the mailing date of this final action and the advisory action is not 
mailed until after the end of the THREE-MONTH shortened statutory period, then the 
shortened statutory period will expire on the date the advisory action is mailed, and any 
extension fee pursuant to 37 CFR 1.136(a) will be calculated from the mailing date of 
the advisory action. In no event, however, will the statutory period for reply expire later 
than SIX MONTHS from the mailing date of this final action. 

Any inquiry concerning this communication or earlier communications from the 
examiner should be directed to Randolph Chu whose telephone number is 571-270- 
1 145. The examiner can normally be reached on Monday to Thursday from 7:30 am - 5 
pm. 
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If attempts to reach the examiner by telephone are unsuccessful, the examiner's 
supervisor, Joseph Mancuso can be reached on 571-272-76957695. The fax phone 
number for the organization where this application or proceeding is assigned is 571- 
273-8300. 

Information regarding the status of an application may be obtained from the Patent 
Application Information Retrieval (PAIR) system. Status information for published 
applications may be obtained from either Private PAIR or Public PAIR. Status 
information for unpublished applications is available through Private PAIR only. For 
more information about the PAIR system, see http://pair-direct.uspto.gov. Should you 
have questions on access to the Private PAIR system, contact the Electronic Business 
Center (EBC) at 866-217-9197 (toll-free). 



RIC/ 




